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costs of $6.00 per change include fixed costs, such as training.
Thus, it is simply untrue, as the RBOCs claimed, that demand is
unnecessary to calculate the projected costs. A higher demand
would result in a lower loading of training per RESPORG change.
The RBOCs have not provided nor justified their demand assumptions.

In conclusion, MCI respectfully requests that the Commission
disallow from the RBOCs’ rates the costs for intrastate 800 data
base service, costs associated with the CIC expansion, and
significant undocumented increases in Bellcore software costs.
Additionally, the meager information provided by the RBOCs on other
cost issues is insufficient to justify their SMS rates. MCI,
therefore, also requests that the Commission require the RBOCs to
supplement the record so that the parties can fully evaluate the
reasonableness of these rates.

B. THE RBOCS HAVE NOT JUSTIFIED SOME OF THE 800 SM8 TARIFF
TERM8 AND CONDITIONS

The RBOCs have failed to justify the reasonableness of some of
their 800 SMS terms and conditions. Any entities, no matter how
experienced in the communications industry, may act as RESPORG.
However, the conduct of every RESPORG using the SMS can affect the
quality of service that other RESPORGs are able to provide for
their customers. Thus, the SMS Tariff should clearly delineate the
responsibilities that RESPORGs undertake as purchasers of SMS
access service and implement procedures to safely provide

administrative services to RESPORGs. First, the RBOCs reference,
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but do not incorporate, some important industry guidelines in the
SMS Tariff.zY

The RBOCs claim that referencing other documents

is common practice in access tariffs, and the documents

referred to in this tariff are appropriate for

incorporation . . .To meet the need for both a definitive
tariff and flexible guidelines, the SMS/800 Tariff does
include those elements of the Guidelines that are truly
defined as SMS/800 requirements (e.g., 1limiting the
number of days a number can remain in reserved status,
limiting the quantity of numbers that any given Resp Org

can hold in reserve, etc.).Z!

MCI disagrees that all important SMS/800 requirements have
been incorporated. To the contrary, certain significant
requirements are missing. For example, industry guidelines "to
insure that RESPORGs coordinate the placement of service orders
with the carriers that are affected by them" were considered so
critical that the Commission required that they be incorporated
into the SMS access tariff.Z Failure to follow them could
result in network failure or loss of 800 service. Yet, the RBOCs,
thus far, have failed to comply.

Other important guidelines are inconsistent with the SMS

Tariff. Confusion could easily result as the SMS Tariff provides

that it will prevail whenever there is a conflict between the

Z¢  RBOCs at 8-10.
ZV  RBOCs at 9 [footnote omitted].

22l Provision of Access for 800 Service, CC Docket 86-10,
Order, 8 FCC Rcd. 1423 (1993), at 1428.
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tariff and the referenced industry guidelines.?¥ For example,

the SMS Tariff strictly prohibits the assignment of an 800 number

to more than one subscriber.?¥ However, explanatory definitions

and limited exceptions proposed in the industry guidelines are in
conflict with the letter of the tariff.?¥ Access purchasers may
easily become confused. Also, the RBOCs recognize 800 number

reservation guidelines as critical SMS/800 requirements. They also

note that the guidelines are about to be changed, but do not
specifically commit to incorporating the changes into the
tariff.2¥ At a minimum, inconsistencies could cause uncertainty

for RESPORGs attempting to responsibly provide service to 800

subscribers. Thus, the RBOCs should revise their SMS Tariff to
incorporate provisions consistent with industry guidelines.

The RBOCs’ SMS Tariff is also unreasonable in that it fails to
incorporate the Commission’s clear prohibition against the sale of
vertical features by the LECs to parties other than those who
directly purchase network access from the LECs. RESPORGs should be

notified of this restriction in the SMS Tariff and apprised of

¥  gection 2.1.1.(D)(5) of the SMS Tariff provides that the
"[iln the event of a conflict between this tariff and the
[Industry] Guidelines [for 800 Data Base), provision of this tariff

shall apply."
ni See SMS Tariff Section 2.3.1(A) (6).

) %ﬂ See, e.9., Industry Guidelines for 800 Number
Administration, Section 5, Glossary, definition of Shared Use 800
Service.

a8 RBOCs at 13.
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their obligation to assure that service has been established with
each 800 service provider.

Additionally, some of the RBOCs’ billing and credit provisions
are unreasonable. The RBOCs have incorporated in their tariffs the
ability to <charge access purchasers based on estimated
billings.#’ Clearly, the RBOCs should be required to document
the services purchased by the RESPORG prior to expecting

payment . 2¥ Further, the SMS Tariff provides for a credit

allowance only when downtime exceeds three hours.?¥ Downtime can
in some instances have a serious impact on service. Thus, RESPORGs
need the SMS system available twenty-four hours a day, and a
threshold of three hours prior to a credit allowance is
unreasonably high.

Finally, the RBOCs’ process for the administrator of the 800
Number Administration and Service Center (NASC) to make RESPORG

changes to the SMS is unworkable.

2V  sSee SMS Tariff Section 2.4.1(H).

Z¥  The problem is not alleviated by SMS Tariff Section
2.4.1, which requires the RBOCs to furnish, only "if available,"
such detailed information as may reasonably be required for
verification of any bill.

29 SMS Tariff Section 2.4.2.
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In its RESPORG Change Order, below, the Commission determined
that the NASC would be preferable to a competitor for making
RESPORG changes:
The public interest is not well served by a system
requiring that an 800 service provider serving as RESPORG

receive advance notice that a customer is, at a minimum,
transferring its 800 account coordination to a third

party -- often a competitor -- and gquite possibly
shifting most if not all of its business to a competitor
as well. Ssuch changes obviously have particular

competitive significance since they affect a customer’s
entire account and we find that advance notice confers an

unfair market advantage on the incumbent carrier, who has

a great incentive to resist them.Z¥

Yet, the NASC process has been so prolonged, expensive and,
unexpectedly, fraught with error, that RESPORGs have been reluctant
to use it and have resorted to relying upon their competitors.
Unanticipated wunauthorized RESPORG changes occurred because
prospective RESPORGs were not able to adequately verify the
authority of the signing customer. Since the NASC currently has no
responsibility to verify such changes, several unauthorized RESPORG
changes have involved the NASC.

MCI supports devising a verification process that will not
compromise customer proprietary information or be overly costly to
the industry and requests that the Commission encourage the
industry to quickly develop impartial NASC verification procedures.

Further, MCI requests that the RBOCs be required to establish
a procedure whereby 800 end user subscribers can add additional

security to prevent the unauthorized transfer of 800 numbers which

By In the Matter of Provision of Access for 800 Service,
Order, CC Docket No. 86-10, 8 FCC Rcd. 1844 (1993) (RespOrg Change
Order), at para. 10.
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are critical to their operations. For example, MCI is the end user
subscriber for 800 numbers used to provide its shared use Personal
800 Service. MCI has requested that the NASC not allow any of
these numbers to be transferred to another carrier, as such a
transfer will interrupt service for all customers on the shared 800
number.?’ However, the NASC has not implemented any procedures
to allow for such a restriction. MCI urges the Commission to
require a limited procedure to restrict transfer of critical
numbers. Of course, this procedure would need to be tightly
controlled to prevent interference with 800 portability.

Unfortunately, verification procedures are not the only
barrier to usefulness of the NASC RESPORG change service.
Specifically, the requirement that a written authorization be
mailed by the receiving RESPORG is overly burdensome. Media other
than paper (i.e., facsimile, electronic and batch update) should be
acceptable for the submission of requests to the NASC. Limiting
these transmissions to paper inhibits the flexibility and
efficiency that other media would provide, and unnecessarily delays
the change. For decades, businesses have relied on technology for

distributing information, completing transactions and updating

BV MCI, as the end user subscriber, requested the NASC
(Bellcore) to safeguard against the unauthorized transfer of
particular 800 numbers. On September 13, 1993, Bellcore indicated
that the issue must be brought before the BOC Management Team for
review as it would require a change to the SMS Tariff. It was
clear that Bellcore considered MCI’s request a RESPORG, rather than
an end user, request. MCI raised the issue with the NASC
(Lockheed) and sent a list of critical numbers on November 22,
1993. The NASC agreed to review the issue with Database Services
Management, Inc. MCI is unaware of any resolution.
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regords.ﬁy It is unreasonable for the BOCs to require protracted
use of an outdated method for initiating critical RESPORG changes.
Thus, MCI requests that the Commission reject these unreasonable
provisions and require the LECs to implement and tariff
alternative, improved mechanisms for transmitting information to
the NASC.

Also, requiring a RESPORG to certify that it has the written
authorization of the customer may preclude carriers from using
procedures like those for outbound services sales verification,
e.qg., third party verification. MCI has demonstrated®¥ that it
would serve the public interest if the NASC will accommodate these
verification methods, and MCI urges the Commission to reject this
provision and require the BOCs (and their agent, the NASC) and all
RESPORGs to adopt verification methods that are consistent with
outbound sales procedures. AT&T has recently expressed its support
of MCI’'s position and asked that the Commission establish that
third party verification procedures to validate RESPORG changes be

accepted by all carriers.z¥

By The Commission, for example, recently required facsimile
communications of petitions against tariffs filed on 14 days
notice, as a means to accommodate a more rapid movement of
information than occurs by mailing. See Amendment to Section 1.773
of the Commission’s Rules Regarding Pleading Cycle for Petitions
Against Tariff Filings Made on 14 Days’ Notice, Report and Order,
CC Docket No. 92-117, 8 FCC Rcd 1683 (1993).

By See Petition for Clarification or, in the Alternative,
Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 86-10, filed by MCI on April 29,

1993.

BY  AT&T Ex Parte, CC Docket No. 86-10, filed October 28,
1993.
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Additionally, in order to assure that changes are implemented
in a timely manner, several carriers support Allnet’s petition,&¥
requesting that RESPORG changes be made within two business days of
the request.z¥ These timeframes have been adopted by the
industry,®’ and MCI requests that the Commission require the BOCs
to incorporate explicitly in the SMS Tariff as well for NASC
RESPORG changes. The RBOCs’ proposal to substitute a "negotiated
interval” for the two business days is unreasonable and potentially
discriminatory and would result in excessive postponement of the

change. The RBOCs promise that "[i]f the volume of Resp Org change

requests over time indicates the feasibility of performing changes

Z¥  Emergency Petition for Declaratory Ruling or, in the
Alternative, Rulemaking, filed by Allnet Communication Services,
Inc. (Allnet) on February 17, 1993.

e/ See the following Comments to the Allnet Petition:
Business Telecom, Inc. (BTI) at 4 ("Consistent with the Allnet
Petition, BTI believes that the Commission should insure that
changes are conducted promptly. . ") Competitive
Telecommunications Association at 3 ("mak[ing] timely compliance
with customer change requests mandatory rather than optional, would
be a step in the right direction."); LDDS Communications, Inc.,
Section I ("To counterbalance natural business incentives to delay
the loss of a customer, the FCC should adopt simple rules to insure
that carriers and RespOrgs handle service conversion orders
expeditiously"); Pacific Telecom at 2 ("[W]e would have no
objection to a rule that required a RespOrg to meet an end user’s
requested due date within two business days of the due date as long
as that due date has also been agreed to by the service
provider."); and Sprint Communications Company LP at 2 ("Sprint
agrees that changes should be made within two days from the time
the resp org receives customer authorization, and urges mandatory
application of this standard to all resp orgs.").

2y This resolution was adopted by the CLC Ad Hoc 800 Data
Base Committee, Issue 42, Carrier/RespOrg Change Procedures at the
February 23-24 meeting and modified at the March 23-24, 1993
meeting. (CLC Issue 42).
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on a fixed time 1limit, appropriate tariff revisions will be
made."2¥  However, they do not provide any evidence as to the
volume of orders they have received. Nor do they claim that they
have been unable to complete any RESPORG changes within the two
business day period. Thus, the RBOCs have not justified these

unreasonable provisions, and they should be rejected.

BY RBOCs at 12.
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IV. CONCLUSION

In sum, the LECs’ direct cases did little to lend additional
support for their 800 data base service rates. In fact, they
merely provided further evidence of unreasonable costs and demand.
Thus, MCI requests that the Commission disallow over $ 30 million
in exogenous costs from the 800 data base access rates and require
the RBOCs to remove the excess costs included in SMS rates.
Further, MCI requests that the Commission order the LECs to provide
the additional support, reduce their rates and modify their tariff
terms and conditions as recommended herein.

Respectfully Submitted,
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

Consl Skl

Carol R. Schultz

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 887-3101

Its Attorney

Elizabeth Dickerson
Mark Bryant

Trudy Rice
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.cC. 20006

Its Analysts

Dated: April 15, 1994
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Appendix |, Scheduls A

Camaory Ameriedh (1} Dol ASeplic (1)
L1 STPECP Signaling Link $11,121 $1,919,000 (10)
Local STPMegional STP Signalting Link $1,100,087
L3 SCASMS Signaling Link $06.6 (1)
L4 scp $1,515,088 (9) $2,067,345

L5 Tandem Switch

v

Lo

[R5

L12

L3

sMe $1,425,985 (9) $009,034 (10)
sSSP $3,072,7900
Sub-Total (8) $6,04.973 $6,942,001
Other
RAepair Center $483,007 (10)
Billing $15,226 (10)
Totsl Cleimed 800 Database (7) $6,024,973 $7,441,005
Reduction for NXX Expenses {$559,792)(12)
Total Exogenous Costs (8) $6,024,973 $6,881,303

Notes are sitached after Appendix IV, Schedule B

Beligouth (2@
$30,380
$43,985
$10,049

$270,072 (13)

$500,474 (13)
$424,730

$1,340,180

$1.340,160

$1,340,160

NYNEX (2 PacifcBell (0

$133.584

$065906

$1,887,388 (14)

$665,207 (14)

$3,652,255

$3,652,255

i)
$2,021,744
$3,300,122
$1,041,0955 (15)
$S7T95,904

$7.228,815

$7,228,815

$7,228,015

Southwestern

Bl 4 US Wet (D

$1,003,907

$1,15,547

$1,402.900

$3,640,543

$3,640.543

$3,640,543

$104,077

$6,372 (16)
$1,486,816 (16)
52,007,950

$815625 (18)
$2,478.012 (18)

$7,007 461

$138,062 (16)

$7,83%,522

$7.835,523

SE 3 EndandTel. (3

$02,047

$3,032,058

$1,002,753

$2,581, 920

$7.580,478

$79.200

$7,6%.678

$7.650.678

$690.407

$124,905 (17)

$425897 (17)

$620.200

$125924 (18)

$746.223

$746,223

$1,490,330

$454,316

$32,286 (19)

$3,687,217

$150,282 (19)

$0868,200

$6,857,711

$6,657,711

$6,657,711

Page 1 0f 1

Total Cos.
$3,654,701
$2,603,514

$277,408
$18,797,620
$6,177,081
$8,200,720
$11,023,334

$51,304,556

$483,007

$356,412

$52,235 976

($559,792)

$51,676,184



[°g ojnpatos | Xipuadady

$150)) pojejoy JUBWISoAU| STOUBDOXT



Appendix, Sohechde B.1

Total

STHBCP Signalling Link
Invesiment

Costs

Net Patum

Fedeml hoome Tax
Sate &Looal noorme Tax
Waivierarce
Adrrlrintetion

Othver Tax
Other Dimot Expeness
Ivestment Cont

Excosnous_lovssknect elsted Cosls...

Amariech (1) Bell Atlantio(1) Bell Bouth (2)

Local BTPRegional STP Signaling Link
Ivmstvient

Net Fetum
Fedeml Income Tax
Swte & Loocal noome Tax

Other Tax

Other Direot Experees
nveatvient Coat

ACPBMS Sigraling Link
nventment

Sinde & Looal ncome Tax
Malnieraroe
Adrwinktmtion

Other Tax

Other Direct Experses
Investment Cost

Tandem Switch
Investment

Costs

Deprecion
Net Fetum
Fedeml ncorme Tax
Swde 4 Loonl income Tax
Mainierance
Aciminetmtion
Other Tax
Other Direot Expernses
vesivent Cost

8P
nwesinent

Cotts
Depreciation
Net Reium
Fedeml hoonwe Tax
Swte & Looal ncome Tax
Mainterarce

Adrolrdatmtion

Other Tax

Other Dirsot Expernes
Investent Cost

Yol
nveatment

Conta
Depreciation
Net Aouim
Fedeml noorme Tax
Sude 8 Loon! noome Tax

Adrelristmtion

Other Tax

Other Dimot Expanees
Total Inveatvent Cost
SMBCoste
Other Couts
Peduoton for XK Expenee

Toml Exogenoue Cost

6,451,717

774,081
329,367
143,871

23,24
228,010

15,500
1,515,088

9,007,385

1,181,846
507,613
1,
42,624
875,720

188,871
104,822
3,072,799

16,302,400

1,983,006
836,986
345719

65,873

1,105,388

174,407
104,622

4,590,008
1,425,065 (9)

6,024,973

W, Schedule B.

3,375,838

317,00
408,746
208,909

330,078
154,980
15748

468,083
1,918,000(10)
3,038,108

207,879
354,835
157,907

201,471
117,184
20,541

1,109,857

08,628 {11)
86,628

6,749,799

2,067,345(4)

13,163,540

1,297,748
1,870,448
778,572

1,208,904
383,082
67,851
578,209

8072927
860,984 (10)
499,253(10)
(889,702(12)

6,881,302

S
NYNEX (3) Paoific Bel (1)

outhwestern
Bell (4)

UB West (1)20)  GTE

28,908

2,362
3,071
1,659

1,178
a1

21,416
30,580

51,82

4,230
5,503
3,320

2,003
798

43,355

19,940
19,98

833,30

68108
08,040
59,62

8170
30,848

11,814

(
270,072

424,730
424,730

914,087

74,787
97,22
58,800

0971
42918

12,9%
493,083

768,086
860,474 (13)

1,349,180

450,043

47,408
28,208
7,312

37,216
3,658
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133,484

3,277,713

341,027
183, 700
49,745

274,504
18,200

103, 107
965,988

6,470,871

666,645
361,070
92 500

526,43
37,073

196,531 (14}
{,887,388

10,208,527

1,085,076
571,018
149,645

828 024
39,000
313,386

2,088,088
665,297 (14)

3,652,255

4,121,871

308, 127
382,724
108, 763

3248
112,169
236,772

852,754
2,021,744

7.870,746

587,873
673,014
204,086

a2 160
214,878
490,570

1,136,555
3,369,122

795,904
705,004

11,992,616

696,000
1,028,738
310,680
94,800
327,047
747,342

2,785,303

8,188,860
1,041,955

7.228815

(19)

310,004
31,000
36,108
18,902
12,744
4,248
2,124
104,077
114,807
1,278,534
8,372(16)
2,008,008 3,480,771 1,078.026
174,000 768,807
138,000 392,944
58,000 201,782
4,000
657,900
24,000 70,000
3,101
20,008 116) 4,300,049
1,083,007 1,486,817
12,232,252
341,088
1,374,243
709,424
242,139
70,09
70,00
2,807,950
7,368,238
7.000 483,007
6,000 830,403
426,083
1,327,999 223,002
16,000 97,705
80,713
45,508 2,081,920
1,402,997 2,476,612(16)
2,008.998 23,408,065 1,193,733
181,000 1,005,762
141,000 2,633,780
58,000 1,357,251
4,000
1,088,008 477,008
40,000 242,130
208,080
76,996 8,460,503
2,486,004 6,881,837
1,153,547 815,825(16) 1,082,753
138,082 (16) 79,200
3,640,541 7,835524 1,181,983

Seuthem
New E United Tel. {4

89,407
09,407

14,4% (17)

124,905

26,114
50,53
24,520
9,371
14,4%
86,407
194,402
42587(17)
125,024 (18)

748,228

2,674,797

534,801
150,498
77.87
1412
487,370
103,404
20,521

1,456,330
193 &0

38,762
10,908
5618
240

32,000
14,321
2,32
348, 7%
434,018

32,286 (19)
8,772,200

1,384,267
31,7
106,287

35,798

1,157,906

400,672
72,210

see7.217

868 200
808 200

9,640,023

1,927,920
1,927,920
278,01
50,02
1,680,382
507,96
109,083
1,217,010

6,408420
150,282(19)

6,657,711
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Local 8TPRegiorm! 8TP Signaling Link

Invesiment

Costa
Depreciation
Net Retum
Fedeml noome Tax
State &Looal incorwe Tax
Maintscaroe

Ober Tax
Investment Cout

kvestvert Cost

ssp
Invesiment
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Depeeciation
Net Fotum
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Other Tax
vestment Cost
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Net Felum
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Adirvinietation
Other Tax
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.
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NYNEX (3) Paclic Bed ()
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Bell

n
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e after App

1,231

126
76
12

17
23

1,23t

126
76
12

231

37,045

4,054
1.351
403

1,845

8,083

72,454

8,379
2,549
769
L1
3,522

16,038

110,39

12,433
3,900
1,172
1,248
5,387

24121
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Exooencus_lintenimend Belsted Cosls.

Southwestern Southem
Amecech (1) Bell Atlantic) Bell South (2 NYNEX (3) Paollic Bel (1) Bell 4 USWest (1)20) GTE 5) New E United Tel 4

Bulidings
STPECP Signalling Link
rveatment

Coats
Depmeciation
Net Podsm

Fadem! income Tax
Sinte &Loca! ihoome Tax
Makrvioranoe

Other Tax
Other Direot Expermes
kwestvent Cost

Local STPPegionat 3TP Signeling Link
fveesiment
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Depreciation
Net Fetum
Fedeml inconw Tax
Sinte & Local oome Tax
Mainterarce

Adrinietmtion
Other Tax
Invesiment Coat

SCPBMS Sigralling Link
wesiment
Coats

Depreciation

Net Fetum

Fedeml Inoome Tax
Sinte & Loor! hoome Tax
Mahvieraroe

Adminivtaion
Other Tax
vestvent Coat

8scP
Invesiment 16,306 443,024

Costs

Oepepciation 1,340 13,514

Net Fotum 1,740 28,677

Fedeml hoorve Tax 1,083 8,100

St &Looal income Tax 181 2,703
780 8,757

Advminiimtion 16,217

Other Tax 232

Investvent Coat 5,308 72,977

Tardem Switch
Investment 845,028

Coats

Depreciation 24,5%2
Net Retum e
Fedeml Incorne Tax 14,881
Sinte & Looal kncome Tax 4479
Marvieranoe 14177
Adminiatation 30,006
Otwr Tax

Investment Cost 136,906

Invesiment 16,398 1,280,952

Coate
Deprecintion 1,340 38,040
Net Foum 1,740 74520
Fedem! ncome Tax 1,083 22,900
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Ackvinistmtion 40,282
Other Tax 232

Tolml ivvesiment Cost 5,308 200,883
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Exocences. icussisosct Belaled Conts...
Southwestern Seuthem
Amerliech (1) Bell Atiantic(1) Bell Bouth 2) NYNEX (3) Paciic Bell 1) Bell @ USWest(eo QTE ®) New Englangs) Unlied Tel. ¢4}

hvestvent

Fedem! hcome Tax
Swde & Local hoome Tax
Mahviermrce

Acivinietmtion
Other Tax
vestmeit Cost

Invesiment 3,489,771

Deprecation 760,007
Net Potum 392,944
Fedem! inoome Tax 201,782

Malviermnoe

Adrvinitmtion 70,008
Other Tax 33,101
Invesiment Cout 1,486,817

Inatvent 3,480,771

Deprecintion 768,507
Net Petum 392,044
Fedem! hoorme Tax 201,782
Swde & Looa! income Tax

Maltierarce

Ackviniatmion 70,090
Other Tax 53, 101

Totml kvvestnent Cost 1,486817

e attar Appendiix 1V, cule B. Page 40f 18



Appendix|, Schedule B.1

Anaing Switching
STPBCP Signaliing Link
Ivestvent

Coats

Deprection

Net Fodim

Fedem! incorme Tex
Sade &Loocal Incorme Tax
Malviennroe

Other Tax
Inveatrvent Cost

Local STPPegioral STP Signaling Link
invesiment

Fedem! hoome Tax
BSute 8Looal ncorme Tax
Maintermnoe

Ackvinlatmtion
Other Tax
invesinert Coat

33p
vestvent

Coats
Deprecintion

Net Fetum

Fedemi noome Tax
Sute dlocal come Tax
Maintsrance

Adminktmtion
Other Tax
Inveaiment Coat

Towl
wesinent

Costs
Depreciation
Net Retum
Fedem! income Tax
Stte & Local Income Tax
Maiterance

Ackinistmtion
Other Tax

Toa! kvvestvent Cost

F ne after

Amerioch (1) Ball Atardic ()

Exocsnous._loxesiment Relsied Costs

8
NYNEX (3) Pac¥ic Bell (1)

Bell South (2)

outhwes
Bell

dix IV,

3,880,591

303,75
437,549
225,147

114,007
42 480
42,480
1,168,080

2,880,591

303,738
437,549
225, 147

114,807
42,480
42, 480

1,166,089

orn Seuthem
4} US Weat (1)(20) GVE (5 New Englangz) United Tel. (9
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Appencix i, Sohecude B.1

Southwestern Seuthem
Arssciech (1) Bell Atlantic()  Bell Bouth (2) NYNEX (33 Peoltic Bell (1) Bell W USWest(ij20) GTE  (5) Wew Englangz) Unlied Tel (4
Diolei Swiiching
STHBCP Signell k
roln 3,904,045 24,445 127,441 2,674,787
Conts
Depreciation 909,389 1,996 0,496 834,001
Net frbem 207,900 2,596 14,808 150,483
Fedeml oo Tax 201,972 1,570 6,372 .87
Stte &L.ooal Inoorme Tax 240 14128
Malnisrarce 326,716 1,163 8,498 487,570
Adrwinietation 152,181 2,124 198,404
Otver Tax 15,451 346 28,521
Other Direct Expernes 21,418
1,403,572 29,327 40,3% 1,488,330
Looal STP, orml TP Signeliing Link
f\-d Snalts 2,787,824 41,44 193 6
Costs
Depreciation 258,540 3,388 e
Net Potum 328,081 4,404 10,908
Fedem Income Tax 148,208 2,664 8,618
Stbe & Loca! noome Tax 408 040
Malnteranoe 254,107 1,972 32,000
Adrinistation 109,000 14,321
Other Tax 15,048 se7 2332
Other Dirsot Expenses 26,09 348,730
Coat 1,115,355 40,377 454,318
SOPBMS Sigraling Link.
Investment
Couts
Depraciation
Neat Pelun
Fedemi incorve Tax
Sade &Loonl hoonwe Tax
Mairvierarce 32,200
Adrminiatmtion
Other Tax
Other Dirsot Expernet 19,98 (19)
Investnent Cost 19,940 32,
8P
nvestment 6,481,717 6,749,799 815,733 6470871 3,041,226 2,000,998 1,078,926 500,000 8,772200
Coaty
Depraciation 774,981 631,978 66,825 666,045 204,099 169,000 26,114 1,954,267
Net Fedum 320,37 812,688 00,782 361,070 322,726 134,000 50,831 381,027
Fedeml incorme Tax 143,971 412,008 52 4% V2508 98,107 58,000 24,820 100,287
Siate & Looal income Tax 23,240 8,006 29,587 4,000 9571 38,79
Nakvisrmroe 228019 087,445 38,805 526,243 104,867 1,157,90¢
Acrninatmtion 310,000 37,87 230,254 &2
Other Tax 15,500 31,565 11,508 72,210
Othver Direot Expernes (13) 198,501 (14) 4,300,049
veetvent Cost 1,815,080 2,067,245 264,508 1,887,388 1,089,480 368,000 110,508 3,687,217
Tandern Switch
Investnent 6,052,608 12,223,756
Coats
Daprecistion 583, 169 330,844
Net Fouim 616,25 1,374,243
Fedeml hoome Tax 187,330 709,424
Sude & Loonl oome Tax 58,404
Mainterance 200,08 242,139
Adminfetmtion 456,840 70,089
Other Tax 70,093
Svestnert Cost 2,080,296 2,805,835
asp
fnvesiment 9,007,385 3,389,042
Costs
Dapreciation 1,181,046 146,558
Net Felum 507,613 382,324
Fedeal lncorme Tax 201,405 197,534
Stte 8 Loonl Inoome Tax 42,624
875,729 106,201
Aciriniatmtion 83,101
Other Tax 158,871 36, 108
Other Direct Expenees 104, 822 424,730 2.881,920 668,200
Invesiment Coat 3,072799 424,730 921,026 868,280
Tomml
kvestvent 16,259,102 12,841,608 081,87 8,470,871 10,590,924 2,098,998 15,7411 1,078.92¢ 500,000 9,840,623
Costs
Depreciation 1,050,827 1,199,877 72,207 664,845 058, 108 169,000 494,808 26,114 1,927,020
Net Retum 836,090 1,530,346 93,782 361,070 [ Y]] 134,000 1,771,438 50,531 842,48
Fedeml ivoome Tax 344,067 760,783 56,720 92,508 205,437 58,000 913,300 24,520 278,81
Sute &Local ncone Tax o587 8,652 86,081 4,000 8,371 50,620
1,104,348 1,248200 42,000 520,243 305, 105 356,806 1,600,382
Adrinktmtion 871,988 387 600,004 128,317 697,56
Other Tax 174,371 86,082 12,408 108,201 109,083
Other Diraot Expenses 104, 802 493,053 190,531 2,881,920 1,217,010
Total brvestment Cont 4,507,887 5,388,272 778,918 1,887,388 3,169,776 365,000 3,768,018 110,306 6,490,429
f W we aher A V., Schedule B Page 6ot 16
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Appendix, Schedule B.1

Cont

Fedeml ncome Tax
State 8 Lol ncome Tax
Makvierarce
Adivinietmtion

Otver Tax

hvestment Cost

Torwcierm Switch
kvestvent

Conts

Depreciation

Net Fetum

Fedeml Ivoome Tax
Site &Loonl hoorme Tax
Mainterance

Advinistetion
Ohwr Tax
Tvesiment Cout

Toml
nverinent

Costs
Depreciation
Net Fedur
Fedeml incorme Tax
Sude 8Locn! boome Tax
Makvierarce

Adminlstation
Other Tax

Tow inweasment Cost

« attor

dix IV, Sch

Amaritech (1) Bell Atiantle 1)

Exoosnous_iovesiment Delsted Cosls

Bell Bouth (2

8
NYNEX (3) Pacitio Bek (1)

outhwestern

“

US West (11420)

QTE

Beuthem
(5) Now Englancz) Unlted Tel (4

Page 7of 18



Appendix), Sohedule B.1
Exoosncus_joxsaiment Ralsted Conta..
Southwestern Southem
Arariieoh (1) Bell Atlientic1) Bell South (2) NYNEX (3) Puoific Bel (1) Bell 9 _USWest@n GTE  (5) New Englangz) Unlied Tel. (4

Cleoult Ecuiomant

STPBCP Signalling Link
nvestment 42,505 71,4008 3,541 459,943 191, 182

Depreciation 7,130 8,520 292 47,400

Net Fetum 1,987 7.8%0 379 26,248 21,240
Fedeml hoorwe Tax 852 4,022 229 7,312
Stde & Local nocome Tax a5

Malvierance 1,007 3,362 37218 4,248
Adeinlatmtion 2,707 3,856 2,124
Other Tax 118 204 81 2,124
COther Direot Expenaes 11,748

vestrent Cost 11,043 26,842 986 131,980 63,721

Local TP Fegional STP Signelling Link
Inveetment 233,419 7,670 3,208,183

Coste

Depreciation 28,427 628 341,027
Net Paium 24,444 817 183,700
Fedea incorme Tax 10,954 494 47,527
Sate &Looal Invome Tax 7%
Makvivemnoe 7,195 B4 274,564
Aciralnistation 7,790 18,260
Other Tax 1,403 109

103,107

invesiment Cost 80,221 2,207 965,906

SCPBMS Sigraling Link
Invesient

Investment 8,496

Depreciation 2,124

hvestbvent Cost 2,124
vestment 97,705

Depraciation 12,744
Net Retum 10,620
Fedeml Incorme Tax 6,872

Malvierarce 2,124
Acrviniatmtion 2,124
Other Tax 2,124
vesiment Cost 36,108

Toml
nesivent 42,585 304,012 1,21 3,728,125 297,363

Conts

Deprscintion 7,130 30,086 920 388,431 38,222
Net Fetum 1,087 3z t 108 200,48 21,800
Fedem! income Tax 852 14,978 723 54,85 16,002
Smte &Loonl inoome Tax 10

Maivieraroe 1,007 10,557 84 311,780 6,372
Adiviriatmtion 10,505 21,99 4,248
Othar Tax 116 1,608 160 4,248

144,885

Tow! Investnent Cost 11,043 107,083 3,193 1,087,382 101,953

Fe us L v, B. Page Bof 18
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Exoosoous._Lovssiment Beisted Cosls.
Southe

8outhweatern -
Armmeriioch(1) Bell Afluntio(1) Bell South (2) NYNEX (3) Paclic Bell (1) Bell (4)  US West (1200 GTE (5 Mew Englang) Unlted Tel (¢

Qibwy Torreingl Equioment
STPIBCP Signelling Link
investvent

Costu
Deprecintion
Neot Fotum
Fedead noorme Tax
Stte &Looal noorne Tax
Malnlacance

Other Tax
Investment Coat

Loonl 8TPRegional STP Signaling Link
hvestvent

Costs
Depreciation
Nt Foten
Fedeml ncorme Tax
Sinte &Looal hcorne Tax
Maivierarce

Other Tax
vesiment Cost

Fedem! income Tax
Sinte & Looal nocome Tax

Mrinierance
Achnirvatmtion
Other Tax
nvestvent Cost

Deprevintion
Net Fetum
Fedeml noorme Tax
Sate & Local income Tax
Maintecance

Admintation
Other Tax
inweatment Coat

s8p
fnvesiment

Costs
Depreaintion
Net Fetum
Fedem incorme Tax
State &Looal Income Tax
Mainterarce

Adminketation
Other Tax
Twestment Coat

Toml
Ihvestnent

’ we aiter V. Schedue B. Page 901 16
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Boles
STPSCP Signeding Link
hvestment

Depreciation

Net Petum

Fedeml ncome Tax
Sinte 8 Loanl Inoome Tax
Maintersnce

Adirviristation
Other Tax
nvesiment Cost

Tomm!
Inverivment

Coats
Depreciation
Net Fedum
Fedeml inoone Tax
Site & Loonl inoome Tax
Mainterance

Admiristmtion
Other Tax

Totml kywestment Cost

Ameriiech (1) Bel Atlantle (1)

Excosncus._iovasiment Belsted Conts

8
NYNEK (3 Panific Belt (1)

Bell Bouth 2)

outiwenter:
Bell

n
)

US West (1)(20

BSeutherm
QTE ) New E Unlted Tel. (4)

NN

5,202

328

248

148

1,300

5,288

a7
248
B4
19
a3

1,372

108

-——a o~

26

Page 100! 18
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Local STP Fegional BTP Signelling Link
nvestent

Swte & Lol ncome Tax
Mainierarce

nvestvent Cost

Tonvdern Switch
Investment

Coute
Depmciation

Net Feum

Fedeml income Tax

Bate & Loan! Incornse Tax
Mainterwroe

Ackviidatmtion
Other Tax
Invesinent Cout

38P

nvestuent

Totl invessment Coat

Sauthem
US West (1)) GTE  ¢5) New Englanez) Unlted Tel. (4

Southwestern
Ameritech (1) Bell Athantic(1)  Bell 8oulh (2 NYNEX 3) Paciic Bell (1) Bell 4)

26 156

2 15

2 19

2 2

2

3

3

[} 54

5,202 480

326 a7

54 49

246 20

4

84 7
143

£L ]

1,386 132

5,280 616

327 52

585 68

248 41

[}

o4 10
143

3 ]

1,372 186

\op IV, Schedule B.
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